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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

3. Claims 1 , 2, 4-6, and 9-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Desgagne et al. (US Pat 6295453), herein after Desgagne, in view of 
Haartsen (US Pat 6650630), herein after Haartsen. 

Consider claim 1 , Desgagne discloses a time division multiple access system 
(see Desgagne: col. 1 lines 52-55, col. 5 lines 65-67, col. 6 lines 36-44 and 64-67, 
col. 7 lines 1-3, col. 9 lines 52-53). Desgagne discloses receiving a requested call type 
(see Desgagne: col. 3 lines 7-14, col. 7 lines 33-37 and 47-56, col. 9 line 54). 

Desgagne discloses setting a slotting structure as an existing slotting structure 
for the communication channels based on the requested call type (slotting structure 
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reads on channel assignment process -see Desgagne: col. 7 lines 30-37, col. 9 
lines 50-52). Desgagne does not directly refer to the requested call as a "first" call, but 
discloses a first and a second sort of rate data call (see Desgagne: Abstract), which 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have 
understood as first and second call. Desgagne does not refer to the communication 
channels as "inbound and outbound channels." Haartsen discloses uplink and downlink 
time slotting (with the user terminal taken as reference, downlink reads on inbound 
and uplink reads on outbound -see Haartsen: col. 2 lines 65-67, col. 3 lines 1-4). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the invention of Desgagne and have it specify downlink 
and uplink time slotting, thereby efficiently managing resources and traffic control in 
time-division-duplex communication systems, as taught by Haartsen. 

Consider claim 2, Desgagne, as modified by Haartsen, teaches claim 1 above, 
and further discloses identifying a preferred channel feature requested for the call (see 
Desgagne: col. 7 lines 45-46), and Haartsen further discloses a preferable slotting 
structure (see Haartsen: col. 10 lines 18-24, col. 11 lines 1-6). 

Consider claim 4, Desgagne, as modified by Haartsen, teaches claim 1 above, 
and further discloses receiving a requested call type for a call (see Desgagne: col. 3 
lines 7-14, col. 7 lines 33-37 and 47-56, col. 9 line 54) and determining whether the 
requested call type can be supported by the existing slotting structure (see Desgagne: 
col. 3 lines 22-25). 
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Consider claim 5, Desgagne, as modified by Haartsen, teaches claim 4 above, 
and further discloses wherein if the second requested call type can be supported by the 
existing slotting structure, granting the second requested call type if there are enough 
available channels in the system to support the second requested call type; otherwise 
denying the second requested all type (see Desgagne: col. 12 lines 32-46, fig. 3A). 

Consider claim 6, Desgagne, as modified by Haartsen, teaches claim 4 above, 
and further discloses wherein if the second requested call type cannot be supported by 
the existing slotting structure: determining whether the first requested call type can be 
supported by a second slotting structure required to support the second requested call 
type; and if the first requested call type can be supported by the second slotting 
structure, changing the existing slotting structure to the second slotting structure, and 
granting the second requested call type (see Desgagne: col. 12 lines 32-46, figs. 3A 
and 3B). 

Consider claim 9, Desgagne, as modified by Haartsen, teaches claim 1 above, 
and further discloses assigning priority (see Desgagne: col. 9: 56-60, col. 10 lines 61- 
67, col. 11 lines 7-13) and dynamically changing slotting structure according to service 
request (see Desgagne: col. 12 lines 32-46, figs. 3A and 3B). 

Consider claim 10, Desgagne, as modified by Haartsen, teaches claim 9 above, 
and further discloses dropping the first requested call type if the first requested call type 
cannot be supported by the second slotting structure (service type reads on slotting 
structure -see Desgagne: col. 8 lines 65-67, col. 9 lines 1-11, col. 12 lines 32-46, fig. 
3A). 
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Consider claim 1 1 , Desgagne, as modified by Haartsen, teaches claim 9 above, 
and further discloses determining channel availability (see Desgagne: col. 8 lines 65-67, 
col. 9 lines 1-11, col. 12 lines 32-46) and performing call dropping upon a defined 
condition (see Desgagne: col. 8 lines 65-67, col. 9 lines 1-11, col. 12 lines 32-46, fig. 
3A). 



4. Claims 3 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Desgagne et al. (US Pat 6295453), herein after Desgagne, in view of Haartsen (US Pat 
6650630), herein after Haartsen, as applied to claims 1 and 6 above, further in view of 
Dertz et al. (US PGPub 20020093948), herein after Dertz. 

Consider claim 3, Desgagne, as modified by Haartsen, teaches claim 1 above, 
and further discloses receiving a requested call type for a call (see Desgagne: col. 3 
lines 7-14, col. 7 lines 33-37 and 47-56, col. 9 line 54), does not explicitly mention 
denying the call if there are not enough available bandwidth in the system to support 
requested call type. Dertz discloses denying the call if there are not enough available 
bandwidth to support the call type (see Dertz: Abstract, par. 0055). It would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the invention of Desgagne and Haartsen and have it include a service controller 
and bandwidth manager, as taught by Dertz (see Dertz: par. 0053), thereby efficiently 
managing calls of distinct information contents in narrowband communication systems. 

Consider claim 7, Desgagne, as modified by Haartsen, teaches claim 6 above, 
but does not particularly mention sending message to the user. Dertz disclose sending 
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message to the user (user reads on subscriber -see Dertz: par. 0025, fig. 2). It would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the invention of Desgagne and Haartsen and have it send a message to 
the user, thereby keeping the subscriber aware of the connection and service through 
the system, as taught by Dertz. 

5. Claims 8 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Desgagne et aL (US Pat 6295453), herein after Desgagne, in view of Haartsen (US Pat 
6650630), herein after Haartsen, as applied to claims 4 and 1 above, further in view of 
Dertz et aL (US PGPub 20020093948), herein after Dertz, and Klein et al. (US Pat 
6707798), herein after Klein. 

Consider claims 8 and 12, Desgagne, as modified by Haartsen, teaches claim 4 
and 1 above respectively, but does not particularly mention unit-to-wireline 
interconnection or half-duplex transmission. Dertz discloses unit-to-wireline connection 
(see Dertz: pars. 0037, 0055, 0071, 0072, 0087) and Klein discloses half duplex 
transmission (see Klein: col. 8 lines 8-11, col. 9 lines 36-37, col. 17 lines 20-24). It 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the invention of Desgagne and Haartsen and have it include unit- 
to-wireline interconnection and half-duplex transmission, as taught by Dertz and Klein, 
thereby effectively managing and conveniently applying time slotting schemes in 
communication systems. 
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6. Claims 8 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Desgagne et al. (US Pat 6295453), herein after Desgagne, in view of Haartsen (US Pat 
6650630), herein after Haartsen, as applied to claims 4 and 1 above, further in view of 
Ottosson et al. (US Pat 6665288), herein after Ottosson. 

Consider claim 13, Desgagne, as modified by Haartsen, teaches claim 1 above, 
but does not particularly refer to slotting structure being one of an aligned slotting 
structure or an offset slotting structure. Ottosson discloses a using offset slotting 
structure (see Ottosson: col. 3 lines 40-47). It would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the invention of 
Desgagne and Haartsen and have it include offset slot structure, thereby better 
distributing power commands while reducing coincidence of the synchronization codes 
and the power control and power symbols, as taught by Ottosson. 

Any response to this Office Action should be faxed to (571) 273-8300 or mailed 

to: 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



Hand-delivered responses should be brought to 

Customer Service Window 
Randolph Building 
401 Delaney Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
Examiner should be directed to Amancio Gonzalez, whose telephone number is (571) 
270-1 106. The Examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday from 7:30am to 
5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor, Nick Corsaro can be reached at (571) 272-7876. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571 ) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) or 703-305-3028. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist/customer service whose telephone 
number is (571)272-2600. 



Amancio Gonzalez 
AG/ag 



January 10, 2007 




